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MODERN LANGUAGE NOTES. 



Baltimore, May, 1900. 

SOME NOTES ON PNIOWER'S Goethes 

Faust. 
Otto Pniower's Goethes Faust, Zeugnisse 
und Excurse zu seiner Entstehungsgeschichte, 
ranks in importance and usefulness next after 
the Weimar edition of the drama. It furnishes 
us with all the evidence upon the genesis of 
the work and Goethe's occupation with it that 
could be collected from his diaries, his corre- 
spondence, his conversations, his autobio- 
graphical writings, the correspondence of his 
friends, the Ausleihejoumal of the Weimar 
library, and other sources. Instead of making 
an attempt to set forth the many excellencies 
and few shortcomings of the book, I offer some 
observations which, though prompted by points 
in which I felt obliged to disagree with Pniower, 
yet are not strictly confined to them. 

The Insufficiency of the Diaries. 

Pniower lays special stress upon the insuf- 
ficiency of the diaries as a foundation of Faust 
chronology. The three instances of insuf- 
ficiency cited in the preface (p. ix), however, 
are not happily chosen. The first relates to 
December 1797, a month for which, he thinks, 
the letters prove close occupation with Faust, 
while the diary has no entries whatever. A 
closer examination of the letters reveals, how- 
ever, that they testify to thoughts and inten- 
tions concerning Faust rather than to actual 
work. That in fact no real work was done 
during that time is proved all but conclusively 
by a letter from the beginning of the following 
month ; on Jan. 2, 1798, Goethe writes to 
Knebel : Ich will nun nach U7id nach (!) wieder 
an irgend eine Arbeit gehen .... Ich denke 
den Faust zuerst vorzunehmen* He, there- 
fore, had not been engaged upon Faust or any 
other labor for a considerable length of time. 

Pniower's second instance of supposed in- 
sufficiency of the diaries is found under June 
18, 1830, the date of the scheme of the prologue 
of the third act. Yet under the same date we 

1 I am fully aware that some work on Oberons und Titanias 
coldne Hoclizeit may have been done during that time, but 
this production had not been conceived as a part of Faust, 
and as late as Dec. 20 Goethe had not definitively decided 
to incorporate it. 



read in the diary : Fortsetzungen alter Art 
besorgt, and hence we ask the question why 
these may not comprise a continuation of Faust 
as well as other continuations. 

The third instance, finally, is that of May 
16, 1831, the day when the long scheme of 
the fourth act was written. Here the diary 
of that particular day may indeed be silent, 
but an entry of the next day says : Poetische 
Vorarbeiten and, therefore, is exactly to the 
point. Whether this conflict of dates is due to 
an actual mistake on the part of Goethe or John, 
or whether Goethe did not consider the scheme 
finished till the seventeenth, the case involves 
at most an error of twenty-four hours. 

While Pniower's warning should be heeded 
as far as the desultory records of Goethe's daily 
doings at certain times of the period when he 
was completing the First Part are concerned, 
my own experience has convinced me that, 
however insufficient the extracts from the 
diaries as published in Erich Schmidt's Ur- 
faust* may have proved, the diaries themselves 
furnish a firm basis for the study of the gradual 
evolution of the Second Part between 1825 and 
1831. Perhaps there may be a few more cases 
where work done on one day was recorded un- 
der the next, or where it may be necessary to 
decide from the connection as to whether a cer- 
tain expression points to work on Faust or not, 
but upon the whole it may be safely said that 
whenever during those years there is no ref- 
erence to Faust, there was no occupation with 
it worth recording. Just a few lines may now 
and then have been scribbled or some little 
Mundiren done at odd times without being 
chronicled. 3 

The Resumption of the Work on Faust 
in the Nineties. 
It would seem that an unbiased reader of 
the references to the drama in Goethe's corre- 
spondence and diaries of 1797 and 1798 must 
admit that their whole tenor shows that 1797 

2 Erich Schmidt, Goethes Faust in urpriinglicher Gestalt, 
3rd ed. 1894, shows over fifty omissions and a number of other 
errors within the space of the four years from 1827-1830. 
Pniower's extracts on the contrary are practically complete. 
Private advices say that the extracts from the diaries will not 
be republished in connection with the 4th edition of the 
Ur/aust. 

3 With regard to dating lines written on playbills or the 
like, compare Americana Germanica in p. 213 f. 
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was the time when the work was resumed, and 
that this resumption took place after a long in- 
terruption. Indeed, if all other evidence were 
lost, the Zueignung alone should prove this. 
Nevertheless Pniower makes a long argument 
in favor of 1796. In the first place he quotes 
(p. 43) the statement in the Annalen for 1796 : 
. . . bet der entschiedenen Lust, das Theater 
km/tig zu beleben, ward ich angeregt, den 
Faust wieder hervorztinektnen. But this is 
contradicted by a statement in the letter to 
Schiller of June 22, 1797 : Unser Balladen- 
studium hat mich wieder auf diesen Dimst- und 
Nebelweg (that is, Faust) gebracht. The con- 
temporary evidence naturally deserves more 
credence than the other, which is from twenty 
to thirty years later, and admittedly not over- 
particular in matters of chronology. 

In the second place, Pniower (p. 44 ff.) calls 
attention to the influence which Joh. Friedrich 
Schink's dramatic sketch Doktor Faust's Bund 
mit der H'dlle seems to have exercised upon 
Goethe, and argues that, since the production 
of Schink was quite insignificant, Goethe can 
only have made use of it immediately upon its 
appearance in the summer of 1796. But is it 
logical, we may ask, to maintain, on the one 
hand, that Schink's sketch made such an im- 
pression upon Goethe that he began the work 
on the corresponding parts of his own drama 
angeregt durch die Lecture der Schinkschen 
Dichtung (p. 46), and then to presume on the 
other that it was so insignificant (unbedeutend) 
(p. 50) that he was not at all likely to have given 
it a second reading at a later time? Can such 
an argument overrule the contemporary evi- 
dence which is all in favor of 1797 ?4 

Yet Pniower has still a third and more elabo- 
rate chain of reasoning. He asserts (pp. 51 ff.) 
that Goethe, having begun the composition of 
Faust 'ohne einen das g anze umfasscnden Plan, ' 
was as late as 1795 prevented from resuming 
the work because he had not found das kiinst- 
leriscke Band and did not know how to fill die 
grosse Lucke. In 1797, however, expressions 
such as Die Arbeit passtsich recht gut zu einer 
verworrenen Stimmung — Das Drama ist eine 
barbarische Composition — and a designation of 
his work as Possen prove that he had found 

4 Pniower (p. 50) also calls attention to Schink's Prolog zu 
einem dramatischen Gtdicht: Doktor Faust, which appeared 
in X795. Strange to say, Lessing's prologue is not mentioned. 



the artistic connection and knew how to fill the 
gap. As the solution cannot have occurred to 
him in his restless state of mind in June 1797, 
it must have come to him some time between 
1795 and 1797, that is, in 1796. Now a careful 
survey of the critical years and the genesis of 
Faust 'in general, with the aid of the Weimar 
edition and Pniower's own book, has led me to 
quite different results. Goethe tells us that he 
did have a skeleton plan from the very begin- 
nings At least at the time of the Fragment 
he must have had in mind something in the 
nature of a contest, or a wager, between Faust 
and Mephistopheles, because Mephistopheles 
does not get possession of Faust by virtue of the 
compact, but is still merely hopeful of catching 
him after the compact has been made.* Indeed, 
Luden reports that Goethe told him that the 
parts of the Fragment had been taken out of 
a whole.7 On the other hand, even in 1797, 
when, according to Pniower, the artistic con- 
nection had been found, this very connection 
was evidently somewhat loose. Goethe speaks 
of the plan as being eigentlich nur eine Idee; he 
threatens if he had time, so sollte das Werk zu 
mdnniglicher Verwunderung und Entsetzen, 
wie eine grosse Schwammfatnilie, aus der 
Erde wachsen ; and in contrast to Schiller, 
who lays so much stress upon the poetischen 
Reif and the philosophical part, he asserts 
that he is going to take it easier and that 
the whole will always remain a fragment.* 
Where is there a trace of a special intuition 
with regard to the great gap and the artistic 
connection that had come to Goethe between 
August 1795 and June 1797, or any indication 
that 1796 was such an epoch-making year in 
the genesis of Faust? 
Very fortunately Goethe himself has told 

5 Goethe to Zelter, June i, 1831 : 

Es ist keine Kleinigkeit, das was man hit zwnzigsten jfahre 
concipirt hat, im zweyundachtz gsten ausser sick darzustel- 
len, und tin solches inneres lebendiges Knochengeripp mit 
Sehnen Fletsch und Oberhaut zu bekleiden, auch wohl dent 
fertig Hingestellten noch einige Mantelfalten umzuschlagen. 
Compare also the famous letter to Humboldt of March 17 
183a: 

Es sind iiber sechzig Jakre, doss die Conception des Faust 
bei tnir jugendtich von vortie herein (in a local sense) klar, 
die ganze Reihenfolge hin uueniger aus/i, hrlich vorlag. 
Finally Parlipomenon 63, which, though penned in 1816, 
surely in the main represents his plan as it existed in 1775. 

6 Fragment. 1. 1998 {Seuffen)=Faitst, l. 3325: Gelt 1 doss 
ich dich/ange 1 Compare also Fragm. 11. 339 ft"— = F. 1. 1860 ff. 

7 Pniowsr, 1. c. p. 95. 

8 Goethe to Schiller. June 22, July i; Schiller to Goethe, 
June 26 ; Goethe to Schiller, June 27, 1797. 
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us — the passages are in Pniower's book (pp. 63 
and 43)— what in reality did prevent him for so 
long a time from resuming the work. It was 
not what Pniower alleges, but the difficulty of 
melting again the material that had become 
congealed, of dissolving again the powder that 
had formed a sediment. Says he in a letter to 
Schiller's wife, April 21, 1798: 
' Was mich so lange Jahre abgehalten hat wie- 
der daran (that is, an Faust) zu gehen war die 
Schwierigkeit den alten geronnenen Stoff wie- 
der ins Schmelzen zu bringen. Ich .... hoffe 
nun das Werk gehorig im Fluss zu erhalten — ' 
and almost three years earlier in a letter to 
Schiller himself, Aug. 17, 1795 : 
' Mit diesem letzten (that is, Faust) geht mir's 
wie mit einem Pulver, das sich aus seiner 
Auflosung nun einmal niedergesetzt hat; so 
lange Sie dran riitteln, scheint es sich wieder zu 
vereinigen, sobald ich wieder fur mich bin, 
setzt es sich nach und nach zu Boden.' 

The expressions, furthermore, in which 
Pniower sees evidence of obstacles successfully 
overcome, have a very different meaning. 
Goethe speaks in them as a Grecian. Just as 
he designates Faust as Possen now, he had re- 
ferred to the Fragment as Tollheiten eight 
years before and was to count Part First among 
holzschnittartige(n) Spiisse eight years later.9 
And what else could Faust be to a Grecian but 
a ' barbarous composition ? ' Only we should 
be careful to take ' barbarous ' here in the 
Greek sense, not in its modern meaning. 
The verworrene Stimnmug, finally, while it 
clearly unfitted Goethe for the sustained and 
objective effort which his epic plan required, 
still allowed him to hope that he might be able 
to make some headway with a work as subjec- 
tive as Faust and to which he might apply him- 
self at odd hours.'o As a matter of fact, to be 
sure, Faust also proved too hard a task under 
the circumstances, and ceased to progress after 
little more than the Zueignung and an Aus- 
fuhrlicheres Schema had been completed." 

Between the end of June 1797 and the early 
part of April 1798 we hear only of interest in 
the work and intentions and concern about it. 
Not till May 5, 1798, does Goethe report that 
he has really carried out the intentions ex- 

9 Letters of Nov. 5, 1789 and Sept. 30, 1805. 

10 Letters of June 29 and June 22, 1797. 

11 The Eckermann-Riemer Faust chronology assigns the 
Prolog tm tiimml to 1797, we do not know upon what au- 
thority. If this should dj correct, it was perhaps composed 
during the same few days in June. 



pressed in the letter of June 22, 1797. Only 
then the old manuscript has been copied, and 
the separate parts of it have been arranged in 
in fascicles according to the numbers eines 
ausfiihrlichen Schemas. Here Pniower fails to 
realize the identity of this scheme with the one 
noted in the diary under June 23, 1797. Con- 
sequently a reference to May 5, 1798, is wanting 
in the latter place, and a reference to the imag- 
inary Schema vom 5. Mai ijg8 is made under 
Aug. 3, 1815. Indeed it almost seems as if he 
considered the various Paralipomena which 
contain ad followed by some number not as 
classified according to the scheme, but as parts 
of it, since he says (p. 65) : Mit Sicherheit darf 
man auch die Paralipomena 93-95 zu d em 
alten Schema rechnen. A scheme is of course 
always in prose. 

The Dog-Shape of Mephistopheles. 

In the course of an interesting discussion of 
the time when Goethe composed the lines that 
speak of the trail of fire which follows the 
poodle, Pniower (pp. 132 ff.) decides in favor 
of the time of the Fragment, and against the 
Frankfurt period, because he regards the lines 
of the Urfaust, p. 80, II. 15 ff.: 

wavdle den Wurm wieder in die Hnndsgestalt 
in der er sich nirchtlicher Weile offt gejielvor 
mir herzutrotten, dem harmlosen Wandrervor 
die Fiisse zu kollern . . . WandP ihn wieder in 
seine Lieblingsbildung 

as evidence of a different plan. He, therefore, 
probably supposes them to imply that before 
assuming human form Mephistopheles was as- 
sociated with Faust for a considerable period 
in the shape of a dog. I will not undertake to 
point out at any great length that such pro- 
longed mute association between the two prin- 
cipal characters is contrary to the Faust legend 
and would have proved most unsatisfactory, if 
not unmanageable, from a dramatic point of 
view ; I will simply state what the real mean- 
ing of the lines appears to be. 

1 Change the worm again into the dog-shape in 
which he by night (not at other times) often 
(not always) was pleased (in the past, nolonger 
now) to divert me ! Change him again into his 
favorite shape! ' (Cf. also Schroer.) 
That is, we are given to understand that Meph- 
istopheles had not lost the faculty of assuming 
the shape in which he first introduced himself 
to Faust, and which in that case he had donned 
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at will, but that, as long as Faust had been 
in a mood to enjoy such diversions, he had 
often reassumed it on their nightly walks when 
his services were not otherwise needed, and 
naturally had been pleased to do so because 
it was the shape he preferred to any other. 
Faust had been able to constrain him to assume 
human form, but he had no power to convert 
him into a dog again. If the lines had con- 
tained evidence of an abandoned plan, nothing 
would have been easier for Goethe, had he 
been so minded, than to adjust them to the new 
circumstances when he revised them for pub- 
lication between 1798 and 1806. But instead of 
making a considerable change, as he did in a 
few other places of the scene, he confined him- 
self to writing in seine Hundsgestalt, wie er 
sich oft nachtlicher Weile gefiel instead of in 
die Hundsgestalt in der er sich nachtlicher 
Weile offt gefiel. On this trait of the harm- 
lessness of Faust's and Mephistopheles' earlier 
intercourse, which stands out with such bright 
effect in the midst of the fearful sombreness of 
the scene which had defied the poet's efforts 
to give it metrical form, learned Faust criticism, 
so often bent upon ferretting out incongruities 
instead of giving explanations that are obvious, 
has reared a whole edifice of hypotheses con- 
cerning an earlier plan, until some who could 
not imagine that Mephistopheles in his ca- 
pacity as a spirit might well know all about 
Faust's intention of taking his own life, with- 
out having been present in some corporeal 
shape, have gone so far as seriously to believe 
that originally the poodle occupied the place 
of the Easter bells, an idea which indeed is 
more worthy of a critic than of a poet. Who- 
ever, on the other hand, can accept the straight 
and plain interpretation of the lines as given 
above, is also at liberty to admit that the pas- 
sage about the trail of fire which follows the 
poodle may belong to the Frankfurt period, an 
assumption which, all things considered, ap- 
pears most likely from the way in which Goethe 
speaks of that optical illusion in his essay on 
Physiologe Farben.™ 

The Schemes of the ' Antecedenzien ' of 
the Helena drama from Nov. 9 to 
Dec. i8, 1826. 
In Pniower's opinion (pp. 164 ff.) the evolu- 

12 Pniower, 1. c, states, p. 134, that the essay seems to 
have been written in 18:10. Faust 11. 3270 f. refer to 1. 1571. 



tion and interrelation of the schemes of No- 
vember and December 1826 is in substance as 
follows. On Nov. 8, Goethe turned his atten- 
tion to the old Paralipomenon No. 63. On the 
next two days he continued this Paralipome- 
non, but nach vorn. The first part of this con- 
tinuation, covering Nos. 1-6, was lost. The 
second has been preserved in the draft of Nov. 
9 and Paralipomenon No 99, which belongs to 
Nov. 10. Between Dec. 15 and 18, Goethe 
went to work to enlarge this Paralipomenon 
No. 99. The enlarged scheme which in the 
diary is termed Antecedenzien zu Faust, Dec. 
15, and Einleitung zur Helena, Dec. 16 and 18, 
is Paralipomenon No. 123, although this bears 
the date of Dec. 17. The Schema zu den An- 
tecedenzien der Helena mentioned in the diary 
under Dec. 17 is once more Paralipomenon 
No. 99, and this was concluded on that day. 
While I am glad to see Pniower agree with me 
in assigning Paralipomenon No. 99 to Nov. 10, 
I have to take exception to a number of other 
points. Paralipomenon No. 63 was not con- 
tinued (fortgefuhrf) nach vorn but in the mid- 
dle. Nos. 1-6 were probably not lost but left 
blank, because Goethe was then only con- 
cerned about the immediate Antecedenzien of 
Helena. If they had actually been written, 
it would be a strange coincidence that the 
schemes of Nov. 9 and 10 {Paralip. No. 99) 
should both begin at the same point. The An- 
tecedenzien zu Faust of Dec. 15 do not refer to 
Paralipomenon No. 123 but to its draft of Dec. 
15, a document which seems to have escaped 
Pniower's notice altogether, while the Einleit- 
ung zur Helena, on the other hand, is surely 
identical with that Paralipomenon. It then 
remains to explain what is meant by the Schema 
zu den Antecedenzien der Helena of Dec. 17, 
and why the Einleitung zur Helena bears the 
date of Dec. 17, though, according to the diary, 
it was not finished till the eighteenth. In this 
rather perplexing question one thing is per- 
fectly certain, namely that the Schema zu den 
Antecedenzien cannot refer to Paralipomenon 
No. 99, as Pniower maintains, because it would 
have been to no purpose to finish an old scheme 
after it had just been superseded by a new one 
many times as full as it and extending beyond 
it. The expression Schema zu den Anteceden- 
zien der Helena might refer both to the draft 
of Dec. 15 and to Paralipomenon No. 123, for 
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either calls itself: Schema . . . die Anteceden- 
zien bekannt zu machenn The draft of Dec. 
15 does not consist of four folio pages, as I 
stated in Mod. Lang. Notes, Vol. xiv, col. 
209, misled by the somewhat indefinite state- 
ment in the Weimar edition, — but of eight and 
a slip of paper, and Paralipomenon No. 123 
does not fill seven folio pages, but fifteen and 
a number of slips. 

In conclusion I wish to call attention to a 
very curious similarity which seems to exist 
between Paralipomenon No. 123, 11. 244-256, 
and a passage in Dante's Inferno ix, 55-60. 
After having saved Faust from the head of 
Gorgo, which comes to meet them on their way 
to Proserpina, Manto says : 
'Das Gorgonenhaupt natnlich sey ihnen .... 
entgegen gezogen .... hatte Faust darauf ge- 
blicket so war er gleich vernichtet worden, (so 
dass weder von Leib noch Geist im Universum 
jemals wieder etwas von ihm ware zu finden 
gewesen).' 

When the three Furies on the flaming tower of 
the city of Dis cry Venga Medusa, Vergil says: 

Volgiti indietro, e tien lo viso chiuso : 
Chese'l Gorgon si mostra, c tu il vedessi, 
Nulla sarebbe del tornar mai suso. 

Again with Goethe we read : 

'Auf einmal deckt Manto ihren Beschiitzten 

mit dem Schleyer und drangt ihn vom Wege 

ab gegen die Felsenwande, (so dass er zu er- 

sticken und zu vergehen furchtet).' 

while Dante continues : 

Cosl disse'l Maestro ; ed egli stessi 
Mi volse, e non si tenne alle mie mani, 
Che con le sue ancor non mi chiudessi. 

In either case, therefore, the guide protects the 
traveller in the lower world from the head of 
Gorgo, Manto by pushing Faust off the road and 
covering him with her veil, Vergil by turning 
Dante and closing his eyes with his hands. Both 
with Goethe and Dante the protector especially 
states to the prottgt that he would never have 
returned to the upper world again if he had 
beheld the head, only that Goethe intimates as 
thorough a destruction as Dante could hardly 
have conceived. Since we know, moreover, 
that Goethe was much interested in Karl Streck- 
fuss' Dante translation and that he derived 
the Flammenstadt, 1. 11647, from the preced- 
ing canto, it seems almost impossible lo avoid 
the conclusion that the passage in the Inferno 

13 Weimar Edit. xv. 3. Paralipomtnon 123, 11. 285 ff., 
and variants below. The former is also printed with Pniower, 
I.e. p. 174. 



influenced, if it did not suggest.the meeting with 
the head of Gorgo in the Paralipomenon. 

The Plea before Proserpina. 

Pniower (p. 179) contends that Eckermann's 
statement of Jan. 15, 1827, that Faust was to 
make the plea before Proserpina may possibly 
be correct and may thus disclose an older plan. 
I must consider this absolutely improbable, if 
not impossible, for certainly when Goethe com- 
posed the last part of Helena, and probably 
even considerably before that time, he intended 
that Manto should manage Helena's return to 
life. That is what is hinted at in the words 
Der alt-thessalisehen Vettel wiisten Geistes- 
zwang. To say that this refers to Mephis- 
topheles, whom the chorus itself had only a 
little while before addressed as Cretans Er- 
zeugle, seems rather arbitrary. Mephistopheles 
does not even enter Hades, much less con- 
strain the women to appear on earth. He only 
takes charge of them some time after they 
have arrived there. In perfect harmony with 
this idea the first introduction to Helena, which 
was written June 10, 1826, just after the pre- 
liminary completion of the drama, says in so 
many words that Helena could not be obtained 
through Mephistopheles, butthat damonische(n) 
Sibyllen in den Bergkluften Thessaliens bring 
it about through merkwiirdige Verhandlungen 
that Proserpina allows Helena to return to life. 
In accordance with this, again, the schemes of 
Dec. 15 and 17, which were elaborated only 
four weeks before Eckermann's conversation, 
have not Faust but Manto make the plea be- 
fore Proserpina, and the same is true regard- 
ing the three schemes of 1830, the last of which 
closes with the significant words Manto ist die 
Einleitung aberlassen. In the face of all this 
evidence it does not seem possible to avoid 
the conclusion that Eckermann made a mis- 
take in his report, as he seems also to have 
done in another case, to which we shall come 
presently. 

Some Points in the Chronology of the 
Fifth Act. 
Eckermann's statement that in December 
1830 Goethe devoted his whole interest to the 
fourth act of Faust and the fourth volume of 
Wahrheit und Dichtung is allowed by Pniower 
(PP- 2 53 f-) to pass unchallenged. It seems, 
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however, that ' the fourth volume ' caused Ec- 
kermann to write ' the fourth act ' instead of 
the fifth; for, as a matter of fact, the fourth 
act was not begun till February 11 or 12, or 
even May 4, 183 1, May 16 being the date of the 
main scheme, while the fifth act was completed 
during that very month of December. '4 It has 
not yet been determined how much was added 
during this month, because it is not exactly 
known how the fifth act closed after the work 
that had been done on it in 1825. One might 
feel inclined to think that the state in which 
this act was left in 1825 is represented by 
VH2 and that, therefore, Mephistopheles' 
complaint about the loss of Faust's soul (1 1825- 
11831) followed by Abkundigung and Abschied 
at that time formed the conclusion. 'S The de- 
scription of the course of the action as leading 

Vom Himmel durch die Welt zur Hblle in the 
conversation with Eckermann of May 6, 1827, 
would favor such a supposition if the occur- 
rence of the statement dass ein aus schweren 

Verirrungen immerfort zum Bessern aufstre- 
bender Mensch zu erlosen set did not point 
rather strongly to the existence of lines 1 1936 f.: 

" Wer immer strebend sich bemiiht 
Den konnen wir erlosen." 

In another place (p. 294 f.) Pniower holds that 
in the points in which the fragment of the 
Achilleis of 1799 agrees with the fifth act of 
Faust, the former draws on the latter and not 
vice versa. However true this may be of the 
rest, it is not correct as far as the expression 
Wimmeln von neuem Volk is concerned, be- 
cause the line Solch ein Gewhmnel mbchfich 
sehn is later than VH2, where the last words 
of Faust are much shorter and do not yet con- 
tain that expression. On the other hand the 
lines 

Es kann die Spur von meinen Erdetagen 
Nicht in ^onen untergehn. — 

which according to a writer in Mod. Lang. 
Notes, of last Decern ber.col. 476, were written 
by Goethe wenige Wochen vor seinem Tode 
are found in VH2 and, therefore, belong at 
least to the year 1825, if indeed they do not 
date back to the time of his communion with 
Schiller. 

A. Gerber. 
Earlham College. 

14 Diary, Dec. 13, 1830 : Weitere Erg-'inzung des Faust; 
Dec. 17 : Abschluss von Faust und Mundum desselben. Ich 
gab ihm [Eckermann] dun Abschluss von Faust wit. 

15 Paralipomenon 203 would probably have been inserted 
before 11825. The greater part of VH2 may go back to the 
time of Schiller. 



VALTEGER, "HENGES" AND THE 

MAYOR OF QUEENBOROUGH. 
In the old account book which Philip Henslowe 
kept from 1591 to 1609, which Collier printed 
unsatisfactorily in 1845 for the Shakespeare 
Society and called "Henslowe's Diary," there 
are nearly a score of entries concerning a play 
variously entitled " Valteger," " Vortiger " or 
(in one case) " Vortemar." These entries dis- 
close that this play was performed for the first 
time December 4, 1596, and five times more 
within that month, thrice in January 1597, and 
once in each of the following three months, 
with a possible further performance in the fol- 
lowing June. 1 In "The Enventary of all the 
aparell for my Lord Admiralles men tacken the 
10 of marche 1598 " occurs the " Item, j payer 
of hosse, and a gerken for Valteger," and in a 
further inventory for the same company taken 
three days later we find : " Item, Vartemar 
sewtte " and " Valteger robe of rich tafitie."* 
Lastly, Henslowe records : 
" Pd at the apoyntment of theconjpanye, unto 
my sonne, E. Alleyn, for a Boocke called 
Vortiger, the 20 of novmbr 1601 the some of 

XXXX*."3 

This entry points to the revival of the play at 
that date. I have mentioned the entry of June 
1597 as possibly referring to the same play, al- 
though in that entry Vorteger is not mentioned, 
but "Henges." In a note to that passage 
Collier writes : "The proper title was probably 
" Hengist," and there is still an existing MS. 
play called Hengist, Ring of Rent."* 

If we turn now to Mr. Fleay's list of anony- 
mous plays we find the following passage: 
"Valteger (Vortigem), 4th Dec. The same play 
as Hengist, 22nd June 1597, which was not a 
new play ; beyond doubt Middleton's Mayor 
of Queenborongh."$ 

This last named play takes its title from the 
underplot which concerns the humors of a 
personage named Simon the Tanner. The 
main story is that of the usurper Vortigem 
(called Vorteger in the text), who having de- 
throned his lawful sovereign, the saintly Con- 
s tan tius, seeks the aid of the Saxon princes 
Hengist and Horsus and is finally overthrown 
with his foreign allies, by the rightful heirs! 
Aurelius and his brother Uter Pendragon. The 
story is ultimately referable to Geoffrey of Mon- 

1 Henslowe, pp. 83-86 and 89 under " Henges." 

2 Ibid. pp. 273, 274. 

3 Ibid. p. 204. 4 Ibid. p. 89. 
5 Chronicle of the English Drama, », 305. 
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